performance of the examination of the late President" are not here - 
or anywhere else . 

The Archivist of the United States, the custodian of the most 
precious documents in our national heritage, kept busy writing lies to 
me and arguing. Instead, he should have been searching the files and 
demanding those he did not have from those who did, which is his offi- 
cial responsibility. I decided to do what had not been done: compare 

this lie, earlier written to me, that these are all the notes and those 
to the holding of which Humes swore, with the finished report itself, 
to see if it has descriptions or measurements not in this autopsy de- 
scriptive sheet. To assure true impartiality, I asked Howard Roffman, 
a brilliant young student, then in high school and then writing his own 
book on this assassination, to make this comparison for me. He found, 
as I was confident had to be the case, what is required for even a 
lousy pretense of medico-legal science such as this, much more than is 
noted on this single sheet. (The second side holds only four brief 
notations and five measurements, all related to the head only.) 

Prom my own checking in 1961^, I knew the autopsy report held 
faots not contained anywhere in any of the published evidence. As soon 
as the 26 volumes became available, my wife and I had made a word-by- 
word comparison of the 15 pages of holograph with the typed autopsy re- 
port and had found substantive changes, some to diametric opposites . 

So, I knew in advance what Howard's study would show. What surprised 
ae is the extent, much greater even than I had expected. 

What I asked of Howard was much work. He compared everything 
•▼allable: the two versions of the autopsy report; the notes printed 

in CE397, said to be all the notes, whereas none are properly described 
as notes and none meet Pinck's New Orleans descriptions of those all 
the doctors made; and the reports of the two panels made public by the 
Department of Justice so long after they were completed and when the 
government was in distress. These two panels, of course, conducted 
their studies long after the Report was issued and from the existing 
evidence only. The I960 panel report includes an inventory of what it 
examined. Doth panels are silent on the contradictions and omissions. 
This silence is a remarkable self-exposure and a self-condemnation, an 
attack on the integrity of both panels and of the Department of Justice 
no writer, no passionate language, can approximate. 

Howard's factual listing is 15 single-spaced typewritten pages. 

To make this study and comparison, he isolated every single statement 
of fact in the typed autopsy report. He then sought for each fact or 
even an approximation of it in each of the other sources, the so-called 
notes. This leaning-over-backwards is an effort to be as fair as pos- 
aible by including all that any oarping critic might later complain 
should have been. However, it is obvious, with only these so-called 
notes as sources, unless some notes had been destroyed at some point, 
there could have been no other sources for the holograph than there 
were for its typed version and no other sources for the two much-later 
panels to draw upon. 

Howard's study shows a statement of a total of 80 facta. Of 
these, only 2U are in the "notes" . Sixty-four statements of facts in 
the autopsy report ere not in any of these ^nofces^ l 

Because this is the autopsy of a President, because the credi- 
bility of the official Report on his assassination, that of all the 
Commission and its staff, the Department of Justice, all those medico- 
legal eminences and, indeed, of the military, too, hangs on this alone, 
let me express these shocking figures in two other ways. 

Of the "facts" stated in the autopsy report, almost three out of 
four have no existing source . The percentage is just under 73 - 7277 
percent. 

Or, putting it the other way, of what is represented as fact in 
this autopsy report, only one in four exists in any existing written 
source 1 

It oan, of course, be argued that some of the doctors might have 
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remembered, euch ae the eolor of the President'. eyes *nd hair. Thli« 
.. nnnt true in most aases, for of these unrecorded ok facts, 59 in 
or are solely of physical characteristics. Moat of these are of! 
parts of the body and their condition. Often they relate to th 4 

let wounds. 

And of these, the startling number of 15 I"™**® 
figures. These are essentials It Just cannot be believed the doctors 
carried In their heads. Many of these are of measurements referring 
directly to the wound# - their sixe, their dletancea from other parti 
of the body. 

Thla la complex data, often of minute measurements . ® n ? <; h °” 

had to hare been the moat emotional <**»■ . ln ,® h ® thal^heada 

tore. They almply oould not have carried all thla In their hea s. 

mnr. inersdibls still, a third of thia number ia of cases 
.here fi^r« Sri uaed that conflict ^ th the final autop.y report! 

Thill range from what Howard, more tolerant than 1. regards •* P°«* iw * 

"minor misquoting" - I regard no error in this autopsy as 

to the size of the missing piece of scalp. The figure of the repor , 

13 cm, exists nowhere in any notes and actually appears to be in con 
tradiction to what Is recorded in them. 

This ia but a brief summary of the great labor Howard undertook 
for me, countless hours of detailed work# 

No matter how generously one regard* it, no matter how much apol 
oglate may prefer to discount, I do not believe that reasonable men cn 
conceive that three-quarters of the fact of «nTthlng ®® i S-nt 

j the autopsy performed on a human body, especially that of a President, 
can poaalbly have been reported except from written notee. 

They no longer exlet. 

i The destruction of such records of sny murder , particularly th. 

) aseaealnatlon of a President, and falae .wearing about it or them, ara 
' criminal. When the government that haa to be th ® Pr°* ec “*®r ® nd **° n 
I can make the charge, la lt.elf criminally responsible, 

lng nor prosecution is likely. However, I have repeatedly Invited 
) those I accuse to file charges against ms and seek a Judicial det.rml- 
/ nation of fact. Hone has - or will. 

# "(G)" is relatively innocuous - that ia , compare d wl th the fors- 

aoinm only. It is sufficiently serious to deceive in this affair. It 

la undoubtedly true that, aa Humes certified, h ® had J''}™®' 1 cto^erU** 
tain J. H. Stover everything he had not already < demti-oyed. s *° T ®r » 
countersigning means no more than that Humea had done thla. It doe. 
not mean that neither he nor hla command nor the Navy then had ® 
records. Somebody hed the missing X-rays. Again, this Is not ldentl- 
cal with what Is *on Page 1*7. Volume XVII" of the Hearings. There Is 
no deviation. "(D)" la Identically misrepresented as exactly whet Is 
"on Page 1*8" # 

Whoever cooked up this deliberate deceit sought to hlde^ehlnd 
the use of "portrayed". That Is a semantic Emperor '* £°r 
there la a vital difference, a difference not almply that Humea and 
the Commission had Xeroxes, whereas what I had finally forced out of 
suppression in secret files are the originals# 

The difference is what was added, by Admiral Burkl ey. by h a n d, 
to each . * 

The Warren Report and Burkley’ s notations cannot ooexist. It 
is Impossible. 

Thua, this Commission, all of whose member, were lawyers, In- 
cluding the Chief Justice, and Its competent, large legal 
nated fnd heeded by the former Solicitor General of th ® f 0n Il! d * 
“e government's liwyer, went out of their way to accept what should 
not be accepted in the most blighted backlend Jerkwater court: second- 
hand evidonce when the originals were eve liable, were known to be 
available, end could have been obtained for a phone call. 



•See p. 262. 



256 



